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ABSTRACT 



Through a series of visits to a selected sample of sixty-three 
junior colleges, discussions were held with staff members concerning testing 
practices, problems, and needs. Information on the kinds of standardized 
tests used, the purposes of using each kind of test, the specific tests used, 
testing needs and problems, and attitudes toward testing was obtained and is 
summarized in the report. Data for both public and independent junior colleges 
are presented which show the number and percent of colleges engaging in each 
testing practice. 

The findings support the notion that standardized tests are widely 
used in junior colleges, particularly during an initial oeriod extending 
through the first semester of the ffeshm.an year. Miile the tests seem to be 
meeting many evaluation needs of junior colleges in the areas of adnpLssion, 
guidance, placement, and research^ the junior colleges are having some 
difficulty making use of presently available instniments and feel the need 
for additional kinds of tests to meet some of their evaluation needs. There 
is considerable interest in tests and test usage on the part of the adminis- 
tration, faculty, £»nd students- 





LIST OF TABLFS 




TABLE 1 



TABLE 2 



TABLE 3 



TABLE !■ 



TABLE ^ 



TABLE 6 



TABLE 7 



TABLE 8 



TABLE ^ 



TABLE 10 



TABLE 11 



TABLE 12 



TABLE 13 



Page 



Descriptive Information for the Field Studies Sample of 

Junior Colleges and for the Population of Junior Colleges h 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges at "which Various 

Numbers of Persons Were Interviewed . , . , « , . « , . , « , , . . 6 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges at which Persons Holding 

Various Positions Were Interviewed o o « 7 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 
Genera], Ability Tests According to Extent of Usage 



1 7 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 
General Ability Tests According to Purpose of Testing , 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 

General Ability Tests According to Specific Test , , , . , c . . . 17 



Numbers and Percents of 3c leges Making Initial Use of 

General Ability Tests “.ccording to Number of Tests Used l8 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 

Intelligence Tests According to Extent of Usage « . , , . . „ . . . 20 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 

Intelligence Tests According to Purpose of Testing 21 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of Broad 

Subject-Matter Area Tests According to Extent of Usage 23 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of Broad 

Subject-Matter Area Tests According to Purpose of Testing 2k 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of Broad 

Subject-Matter Area Tests According to Specific Test . . , « . . . 2^ 



Numbers and Percents of 
Achievement Tests , , 



Colleges Making Initial Use of 

®^®o.®*oooo*oooo 



. 27 



vii 





LIST OF TABLES (continued) 



Page 



TABLE lit 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 

Achievement Tests According to Purpose of Testing 28 


TABLE 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 

Achievement Tests According to Subject-Matter Area 29 


TABLE 16 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 

Interest Inventories According to Extent of Usage 30 


TABLE 17 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making In?+ial Use of 

Interest Inventories According to Purpose of Testing 31 


TABLE 18 


Numbers and Percents of Culleses HakiiiK ±nix.ial use of 

interest Inventories According to SpecTfic Test 32 


TABLE 19 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initia?. Use of 

Special Aptitude Tests According to Extent of Usage 3h 


TABLE 20 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 

Special Aptitude Tests According to Purpose of Testing 3^ 


TABLE 21 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 

Special Aptitude Tests According to Specific Test 36 


TABLE 22 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 

Personality Tests According to Extent of Usage 37 


TABLE 23 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 
Standardized Tests According to Number of Different 
Kinds of Tests Administered 39 


TABLE 2k 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use of 
Standardized Tests According to Number of Different 
Tests Administered . . . 


TABLE 2^ 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Subsequent Use 

of Standardized Tests k^ 


TABLE 26 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Subsequent Use 

of Standardized Tests According to Purpose of Testing ii3 



• • • 

Vlll 




LIST OF TABLES (continued) 



i"age 



TABLE .'7 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Subsequent Use of 

Standardized Tests According to Specific Test 


TABLE 28 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges in which Teachers Use 

Standardized Tests for Classroom Evaluation 


TABLE 29 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges in which Teachers Use 
Standardized Tests for Classroom Evaluation According 


TABLE 30 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Specialized Use 

of Standardized Tests According to Specific Test Used . 


TABLE 31 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Administering 

Standardized Tests to Individual Students . . . 


TABLE 32 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Serving as Test Centers 

for National Testing Programs ^ 


TABLE 33 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges that Have In-Service 


TABLE 3ll 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges that Make Use of 


TABLE 35 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges that Report Test Scores 


TABLE 36 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges that Report Test Scores 


TABLE 37 


Numbers and Percents of Colleges Reporting Various 


TABLE 38 


Numbers and Percents oJ Colleges According to Faculty 



TABLE 39 Numbers and Percents of Colleges According to Student 
Interest in Testing 



o 

ERIC 



ix 



BACKGEOUND 



Over the past few years the junior college movement in the United 
State has undergone considerable development. Growth has taken place not only 
in the number “f junior colleges, but also in the enrollments of existing 
junior colleges. 

Figures from the 1961 Junior College Directoiy ^^^ show that in 1950 there 

were 597 junior colleges enrolling about 580,000 students. In I960 the figures 

had grown to 663 institutions enrolling 800,000 students. The latest available 

( 2 ) 

infonnation from the 1966 Directory shows that there are now 771 junior colleges 
with about 1,300,000 students. 

There are, of course, many administrative and educational problems that 
are caused by, or at least associated with, this rapid growth and development. 

It would seem that information dorived from standardized tests might be valuable 
in helping to solve many of these problems, particularly in the areas of admission, 
guidance, course placement, and institutional and student evaluation. 

Nearly all of the available standardized tests which might be used in 
junior colleges were developed primarily for use in either four-year colleges 
or secondary schools. The junior college, however, is neither a decaptiated 
university nor a glorified high school. As Gleazer has commented: 

"The community college has its most productive 

development not when it is conceived of as the first 

two years of the baccalaureate degree program, nor 

when seen as grades thirteen and fourteen, but as an 

institution in its own right — a new kind of college — 

standing between the high school and the university — 

offering broad programs of experiences of value in 

and of themselves, neither post-high school as such 

( 3 ) 

or pre-college as such. " 

It seems appropriate to raise several questions conceraing the use of 
presently available standardized tests in this unique kind of educational insti- 
tution: How extensively are standardized tests used in junior colleges? In 

what ways are they used? Are additional kinds of tests needed? Miat problems 
are encountered in their use? 

As a first step in answering these and similar questions, the Evaluation 
and Advisory Service, a division of Educational Testing Service, undertook a 
field studies program designed to gather data which, it is hoped, will shed light 
on the practices and problems of standardized test usage in junior colleges. 
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This kind of information, of course, must come from the junior colleges 
themselves. The possibility of undertaking a questionnaire survey to obtain the 
information v?as considered, and temporarily rejected Ou the grounds that there 
was insufficient "'^Cormation available on junior college testing to enable us 
either to con‘=-’ rad- a meaningful questionnaire or to put it in the hands of the 
most appropriate staff members at the junior colleges. 

Since a questionnaire survey seemed premature at this time, it was 
decided to undertake a field studies program of visits to a selected sanple of 
junior colleges. Face-to-face discussion, it was thought, would be much more 
likely to esult in meaningful information. While the primary objective of the 
visits . to obtain information about junior college testing practices, problems, 
and neec ; a second, and perhaps equally i.,portant objective was to provide the 
junior colleges with advisory assistance in dealing with any testing problems which 



they might be having. The dual nature of the visits coiq)lemented each other and 
enabled us to meet several needs through one activity. In this paper we shall 
attenpt to summarize and report objectively some of the various information on 
testing practices and problems gathered during these visits to the junior colleges. 






■n 





METHOD 



Sample of Junior Colleges 

During academic years 196U-65 and 196^-66 visits were made to a selected 
sample of sixty-three junior colleges. Eighteen states were represented in the 
sanple. Miile we were not rigid in making this a representative saitple, we did 
attenpt to visit a wide variety of junior colleges in terms of variables such as 
control (public-independent), size, type of student (men, women, coed), geographic 
location, and type of college (residential- commuting) . ¥e also tried to include 
not only colleges enphasizing preparation of students for transfer to four- 
year institutions, but also those that offered vocationally oriented programs. 

It should be pointed out that the colleges were not selected on the basis of snj 
previous knowledge of testing practices or attitudes. 

That the sample of colleges visited is reasonably representative of 
the population can be seen by examining the figures in Table 1. We have listed 
here, for conparison, frequency distributions and percentages for the sanple 
and for the population according to four commonly used descriptive variables. 

While the distributions for the sanple and the population are similar for the 
four variables — Control, Size, Type of Student, and Type of College — the sanple 
seems to be over-represented by large, public colleges whose students commute. 

This is not too inappropriate, however. An examination of the Junior College 
Directoiy for the past few years reveals that much of the growth and development 
of the institution can be accounted for by the large public junior colleges, and 
these are, almost without exception, commuting- type colleges rather than 
residential. If this trend continues, as seems likely, it becomes increasingly 
appropriate to weight our findings more heavily with this type of institution. 

Although similarity of the sairple and population is important and 
interesting to note, it is the variety represented in the sanple that we wish 
to enphasize. Additional evidence of this variety is found in the fact that 
forty-nine of the sixty- three colleges offer ponprehensive programs (both 
university-parallel and vocationalily oritented) and fourteen institutions 
offer programs designed only for transfer students. 

A listing of the 63 institutions visited is contained in Appendix 1. 
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TABLE 1 



Descriptive Information for the Held Studies Sau^jle 
of Junior Colleges and for the Population of Junior Colleges 





Sample 


Populat: 


Lon 


Descriptive Variable 


Number Percent 


Number 


Percent 


CONTROL^^^ 


Public 


U2 67 


h^2 


63 


Independent 


21 33 


267 


37 


Total 


63 100 


719 


100 



SIZE^^^ 



0 - h99 


21 


33 


3i;0 




^00 - 999 


13 


21 


mo 


20 


1000 - 1999 


6 


10 


86 


13 


2000 and above 


23 


37 


119 


17 


Total 


63 


101^®^ 


68^ 


100 


TYPE OF STUDENT 


Men only 


2 


3 


Uo 


6 


Women only 


9 


Ih 


67 


10 


Coed 


^2 


83 


m 2 


81; 


Total 


63 


100 


6h9 


100 


TYPE OF COLLEGE 


Residential 


23 


37 


313 


i;8 


Commuting 


iiO 


63 


3li2 




Total 


63 


100 


6m 


100 



(a) Figures for the Populatuon are derived from the 196^ Junior College Direetory ^^^ 

(Tables II, III, and IV). 

(b) The "Size" of a college is considered to be the number of full-time students 

enrolled in October, 1963. Figures for the Population are derived from the 
196 ^ Junior College Directory (a) (Table V) . 

(c) Figures for the Population are derived from the 6th Edition (1963) of American 

Junior Colleges (^) . 

(d) The number of junior colleges in the Population varies because different source 

documents were used (see a, b, and c, above) and because certain types of 
infomiation were not reported for some junior colleges listed in the source 
documents. 

(e) The percentages do not total 100 because of rounding. 
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Visits to Junior Colleges 



Before undertaking Yisit.-:! to any of the colleges- contact was 
established with the American Association of Junior Colleges. This was done 
in order to keep them informed of our activities with junior colleges and to 
obtain their reactions and advice concerning the field studies program of visits. 
Several AAJC staff members discussed the program with us. They concurred as to 
the value of such a program and offered a number of helpful suggestions regarding 
the methodology. 

The visits were begun in the fall of 1961^ and continued through the 
spring of 1966. In arranging each visit, initial contact was made Tvith the 
administrative head of the institution. A letter (Appendix 2) requesting the 
visit, and a brief description of the field studies program (Appendix 3) were 
sent about a month in advance of the desired date of visit. These were followed 
with a phone call to make the specific arrangements. The objectives of these 
communications were first, to obtain approval for the visit, and, second, to 
maximi ze the probability that contact would be established with the persons at 
the colleges who were most directly involved with the use of standardized tests. 

It should be noted here that the request for a visit was denied at 
only two junior colleges, and the reason for denial at one of these was that 
the college was in the process of dissolution. Purthennore, in only one 
instance did a junior college staff member refuse to discuss with the writer 
the college’s testing practices, and in this instance permission was obtained 
to interview an alternate staff member. The writer wishes publicly to express 
his appreciation to the junior colleges for their hospitality in receiving him 
and for their willingness to discuss all aspects of standardized test usage. 

Tables 2 and 3 show the number of persons interviewed at each college 
and the positions at the college represented by the persons interviewed. At 
most colleges one or two persons were interviewed (Table 2)j however, as many 
as six or seven persons were interviewed at several colleges. It is in^jortant 
to note that at over sixty percent of the colleges at least two persons were 
interviewed. This probably operates to reduce the possibility that our data 
contain inaccurate information on test usage or information which is biased by a 
particulai- person's attitude toward testing. The figures also might indicated that 
at most junior colleges responsibility for testing, or, at least. intcrcGt in 
testing, is shared by several persons. 

The categories of positions (Table 3) may need some explanation. In 
the category of "Academic Dean" we have included such titles as Dean of the 



TABLE 2 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges at which Vaidous 
Numbers of Persons were Interviewed 



Number of Persons 
Interviewed 


Number of Percent of 

Colleges Colleges 


1 


CO 

CM 


2 


21 33 


3 


8 13 


h 


h 6 




3 5 


6 


2 3 


7 


1 2 



Total 



63 



100 



TABLE 3 



Nuinbsrs and Percents of CoXXeges at which Persons 
HoXdine Various Positions were Interviewed (a; 



Position 


Number of 
CoXXeges 


Percent of 
CoXXeges W 


Chief Administrative Officer 


23 


37 


Academic Dean 


23 


37 


Directo:i- of Student PersonneX 


Uii 


■ 70 


Admission Officer 


XU 


22 


CounseXor 




8 


Director of Testing 


8 


13 


Teacher 


9 


XU 


Other 


3 





(a) ColXeges may be incXuded more than once in the tabXe. 

(b) The percentages are based on 63 coXXeges. 
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College, Dean of Instruction, Dean of the Faculty, and Administrative Dean, as 
weii as the respective Assistant Deaiis. "Direcior of Student Personnel" includes 
titles such as Dean of Students (of Men or of Vfomen), Director of Guidance, 

(and variations on these titles) as well as t.»e Assistants to these positions, 
"Admission Officer" includes Director of Admission, Registrar, and respective 
Assistants. At some institutions, one person carried several titles or held a 
combination of positions such as Director of Guidance and Admission. In these 
instances the person was classified into the category which seemed most relevant 
to the college's use of tests. 

A person classified as "Director of Student Personnel" was interviewed 
most frequently (at seventy percent of the colleges) while Presidents, Deans, and 
Admission Officers were interviewed less frequently but still in substantial 
number. The small percentage of colleges (8^ at which counselors were interviewed 
can be accounted for 1:^ the fact that counselors often work under the direction 
of the "Director of Student Personnel", and at most colleges it did not seem 
valuable nor logical to interview both a counselor and the person directing this 
activity. Since only a few junior colleges have a position concerned exclusively 
with testing, it is not surprising that a "Director of Testing" was interviewed 
at only eight of the colleges (13 percent of the sample). In fact, only ten of 
the colleges in our sanple had staff members whose titles indicated they were 
primarily responsible for testing activities at the college. The two instances 
where we did not interview this staff member resulted from unavoidable scheduling 
problems. The person was sinply i:ot avail.able when the writer visited the college. 

In view of the way in vrhich arrangements for the visits were made, the 
data in Table 3 probably provide a rough indication of where in junior colleges 
the responsibility for testing lies. If not this, then at least the data may 
indicate who at the junior college is interested in testing. 



Data 

A word should be said concerning the nature of the data which are 
reported below. The interviews, of course, were the basic source of these data. 
These interviews, however, were unstructured except for the rather broad 
suggestions offered in the initial description of the field studies program 
(see Appendix 3) . We made no further attempt to provide structure since we were 
not familiar enough with testing practices, problems, and attitudes in junior 
colleges to be able to pre- specify the exact questions to ask. One effect 
which this had was that we did not obtain exactly the same kinds or amount of 
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infomation from all colleges. The reader will note that for some types of 
testing in:?ormation discussed below it was necessary to utilize categories of 
"not ascertained" or "unidentified". “When these are used it means that the 
particular type of information was not obtained during the interviews at one 
or more colleges. Fortunately^ this occurs infrequently and is limited primarily 
to the information regarding faculty and student interest in testing. 

The writer took notes during each interview and, as soon as feasible 
thereafter, prepared a detailed written report. No attempt was made, however, 
to quantify or categorize any of the information until all sixty-three visits 
were coupleted. Then, the reports and notes from all visits were reviewed 
and ex post facto categories of each type of testing information were established. 
Colleges were then classified on each item of testing infomation according to 



the data contained in the interview reports. 

Several supplementary sources of information on testing practices at 
the colleges were also used. The cata].og of each college was examined and any 
indication of test usage was noted. The information bulletins for both the 
College Board Admission Tests and the American College Testing Program^'^^ 
were examined, and information as to whether a particular college served as a 
testing center for either or both of these two national testing programs was 
noted. Additional supplementary information was supplied 1:^ several individuals 
(see Acknowledgments) . The data obtained from these supplementary sources were 
used primarily t. arify information obtained during the interviews. 



RESULTS 



The data on testing practices and problems reported below represent 
a classification and summary of the testing information contained in the 
interview reports and the supplementary sources. The information on test usage 
refers only to the use of published standardized te^ts . In some instances^ 
locally constructed tests were in use, but these are not considered in this 
report. We have included, however, the use of tests through participation 
in state testing programs (e.g.. New York and Florida have state testing 
programs for high school seniors, the results of which are reported to and used 
by some junior colleges in these states) even though these may not be strictly 
published standai'dized tests. 

Attenpts to classify tests or information on test usage are rarely 
successful and, even when acconplished, suffer limitations and inconsistencies. 

That is, a given standardized test might be classified in several ways — as an 
intelligence test (it measures intelligent behavior) , as an aptitude test (it 
can be used to predict future behavior), and as an achievement test (it measures 
learned behavior) . Similarly a given standardized test might be used for a 
variety of purposes, for exanple for guidance and for placement. We have, however, 
attempted to classify the information obtained through the interviews into some 
meaningful categorieso At the same time, we recognize that this represents 
subjective judgments on the writer* s part, and that other classifications of the 
information might be equally reasonableo 

In the sections which follow we shall deal first with testing practices 
including initial testing, subsequent testing, classroom testing, special testing, 
individual testing, testing centers, and in-service measurement training programsj 
next with some specific uses of test score informationj then with testing needs 
and problems 5 and finally with faculty and student attitudes t^'^-rard testing. 

Initial Testing 

This section will cover any testing which the college does or which 
is done for the college (state or national testing programs) involving the 
administration of standardized tests to entering freshman students either just 
before or just after enrollment (last semester of senior year in high school or 
first semester of freshman year in college) . ITie tests might be administered to 
the entire enrolling group or to special subgroups (e.g., all freshmen entering 
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the nursing program, or all out-ox- state students) . The test results might be 
used for a variety of purposes, and scores from one test might be used for several 
purposes. In reporting the information on initial testing we have separated the 
data according to the type of test used (following Buros* classification , and 
for each type of test we have reported information on the extent of usage, purposes, 
and specific tests used (see Appendix it for a listing of the tests or testing 
programs used at one or more of the sample colleges) . 



Initial Use of General Ability Tests 



The tests in this category are those which Buros has classified as 
"group intelligence tests". These include tests variously called scholastic 
aptitude tests, aeademic ability tests, intelligence tests, mental abiljty tests, 
etc. We prefer to refer to these tests as "general ability tests" reserving the 
term "intelligence tests" for a special sub-category of tests which yield mental 
age scores or IQ scores. 

The content of these general ability tests is usually not related to 
any specific body of subject matter. One or several scores may be derived, such 
as a verbal score, a quantitative score (numerical, mathematical, etc.), a 
total score, or an IQ. The tests are recognized predictors of future academic 
success in a wide variety of situations. 

Table k shows the extent to vdiich the junior colleges made initial use 
of general ability tests. Eighty-one percent of the colleges used this type of 
test with their entire entering classes. A slightly larger proportion of the 
independent colleges (86^) used the tests than did the public colleges (79 %) . 

A few colleges (6%) used the tests initially but only with special subgroups. Only 
thirteen percent of the sample junior colleges made no initial use whatever of 
general ability tests, and among independent colleges only five percent did not 
use them. 

Table 5 shows the extent to which the colleges made initial use of 
general ability tests for various purposes. Since we shall be making continued 
reference to these purposes when the uses of other kinds of tests are examined, 
an initial e:xplanation of them sssms in order. 



Selective Admission - A college is considered to be using 
a test for selective admission if the test score is at least 
one of the factors considered by the college in making the 
decisions to admit or reject applicants. 
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TABLE 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of General Ability Tests According to Extent of Usage 



Public 



Independent 



All 



Extent of Usage 



Used with entire freshman class 



Used with subgroups of freshman 
class only 



Not used 



Total 



Number Percent 


Number Percent 


uoxxeges 
Number Percent 


33 


19 


18 


86 


^1 


81 


2 




2 


10 


h 


6 


7 


17 


1 




8 


13 



I^2 101^^) 21 101^^^ 



63 100 



(a) The percentages do not total 100 because of rounding. 
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Guidance or Counseling - A college is classified as using a 
test for guidance or counseling if the test scores are 
used by the guidance staff in the process of counseling 
students. 

Course Placement - A college is considered to be using 
a test for course placement if the test score is at 
least one of the elements considered in assigning 
students to different sections or levels of a particular 
course. (This is not the case of helping students 
decide on courses of study or programs — a guidance 
function. ) 

Research - Sometimes a college administers a test to 
students -with the intention of obtaining information about 
college or student- body characteristics, or in order to 
investigate the validity of the test. In these kinds of 
situations the colleges is considered to be using the 
test for research purposes. 

Service to Outsiders - "When a college administers a 
test to students because an outside agency (four-year 
college, state department of education, en 5 )loyer) 
requires or requests that the inform.ation be available, 
the college is considered to be administering the test 
as a service to outsiders. 

These categories of purposes are admittedly quite general and do not 
indicate specifically how the test information is used. They do, however, seem 
to encon^ass the major purposes of using standardized tests which we encountered. 
It should be noted that a college irnght use a test for mors than one of these 
purposes and, consequently, be included several times in any of the tables which 
report the number of colleges using tests for the various purposes. 

As Table 5 shows, twenty-nine percent of the fifty-five colleges that 
used general ability tests initially, used them to aid in a selective admission 
process. In view of the "open door" admission policy at many of the public 
junior colleges, it is not surprising that only six percent of the public colleges 
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table 5 






Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of General Ability Tests According to Purpose of Testing 




♦ 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 



Purpose of Testing 


/■l\ 

Number Percent' ' 


Number Percent' ' 


Number 


Percent 


Selective admission 


2 


6 


lU 


70 


16 


29 


Guidance or counseling 


33 


9h 


13 


65 


he 


Qh 


Course placement 


18 


51 


8 


ho 


26 


hi 


Research 


2 


6 


3 


15 


5 


9 


Service to outsiders 


3 


9 


3 


15 


6 


11 


Other 


1 


3 


1 


5 


2 


h 


Number of Colleges Using 
General Ability Tests 


35 




20 




55 





(a) 

(b) 



Colleges may be 
The percentages 



included more than once in the table. 

are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 
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used the tests for this purpose. At independent colleges, which typically are 
more selective, we found that seventy percent of those using general ability 
tests, used them as part of a selective admission procedure. 

The most frequently reported purpose for using general a^'ility tests 
was guidance or counseling. Eighty- four percent of the fifty-five colleges 
reported that the tests were used for this purpose. The public junior college’s 
eii5)hasis on student guidance probably accounts for the fact that while ninety- 
four percent of the public colleges used them for counseling, only sixty- five 
percent of the independent colleges did so. Nearly half {hl%) of the using 
colleges reported that the general ability test scores were a factor in course 
placement. 

Tables 6 and 7 refer to the frequency of usage of specific general 
ability tests. Table 6 shows the number of colleges using each of eight specific 
tests, and Table 7 shows the number of different general ability tests used by 
each college. The most frequently used test was the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), 
and it was used at forty- five percent of the fifty-five colleges. This was 
followed closely by the School and College Ability Tests (SCAT) and the Otis 
Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Tests (OTIS) . Substantial use was made of the 
College Qualification Tests (CQT) and the American Council on Education Psycholog- 
ical Examination (ACE), with isolated instances of California Test of Mental 
Maturity (CTMM), Henmon-Nelson Test of Mental Ability (H-N), and Ohio State 
University Psychological Test (OSU) usage. These findings vary somew^hat when 
we examine usage according to type of college. Independent colleges overwhelm- 
ingly used the SAT (80® and substantial use was made of the OTIS. Ptiblic 
colleges, however, used SCAT most frequently. Substantial use was made of the 
SAT, OTIS, and CQT, and to a slightly lesser degree, the ACE. 

As will be recalled (see Table ii) , only four of these fifty- five 
colleges used general ability tests with subgroups only. This means that in 
most instances general ability tests were administered to entire entering 
freshman classes. Table 7 shows, however, that nearly half of the juaior 
colleges (li5® used two or more of these tests. At first, this might seem to 
represent considerable duplication of testing since all of the general ability 
tests provide essentially the same kind of information (they are all general 
measures of academic ability). It is probably true that many colleges were 
doing some unnecessary testing. However, it was frequently reported that 
multiple testing of this kind was done so that one test could be used as a 




TABLE 6 



Numbars and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of General Ability Tests According to Specific Test(^) 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 



Test^^^ 


(c) 

Number Percent 


( c) 

Number Percent 


Number Percent 


American Council on Education 
Psychological Examination (ACE) 


6 


17 


2 


10 


8 


15 


California Test of Mental 
Maturity (CTMM) 


1 


3 


0 


0 


1 


2 


College Qualification Tests 
(CQT) 


8 


23 


1 


5 


9 


16 


Henmon-Nelson Tests of Mental 
Ability (H-N) 


1 


3 


0 


0 


1 


2 


Ohio State University 
Psychological Test (OSU) 


0 


0 


1 


5 


1 


2 


Otis Quick-Scoring Mental 
Ability Tests (OTIS) 


8 


23 


11 


55 


19 


35 


Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) •. 


9 


26 


16 


80 


25 


U5 


School and College Ability 
Tests (SCAT) 


16 


U6 


5 


25 


21 


38 


Number of Colleges Using 
General Ability Tests 


35 




20 




55 





(a) Colleges may be included more than once in the table. 

(b) Tests and publishers are listed in Appendix 

(c) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 



TABLE 7 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of General Ability Tests According to Number of Tests Used 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 



Number of Tests 


Number 


('a') 

Percent' ' 


(’a) 

Number Percent ' 


Number Percent 


One 


22 


63 


8 


Uo 


30 


55 


Two 


12 


3h 


8 


Uo 


« 

20 


36 


Three 


1 


3 




20 


5 




Number of Colleges Using 
General Ability Tests 


35 




20 




55 





(a) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 
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verification of, or check on, the results of the other. Another frequently 
reported reason for this Multiple testing relates to the kinds of scores 

obtained from the various tests. 



Initial Use of Intell igence Tes:^ 

A number of the junior colleges visited seemed especially concerned^ 

about having IQ scores for their entering freshmen. Some ^ "" 

+n +hp tieachsrs- othsr fslt that th6 

kind of test score was more meaningful to the teaone , , 

.f a..lr ».«. *• 1" .W«“' 7"‘;’ 

others felt that student records would sinply not be coiqjlete wi ou an 
^atever reasons, there seemed to be sufficient interest in this ° 

warrant our presenting data separately for the general ability tests that yield 
IQ scores (or some derivative such as Deviation IQ's). Consequently, we have ^ 
separated the IQ-yielding tests from the other general abiliuy nests and anal^^e 

only twenty-seven percent of the junior colleges administered intelli- 
gence tests to their entire entering classes (Table 8). Sixty-seven p^cent made 
no use of them whatever. The proportional usage is over twice as great among 

independent colleges as among public colleges &% vs_. 

Table 9 shows that most of the colleges administering intelligence 

used the results for guidance purposes. Some (ll*® used the results for c 
placement, and some (1U» administered them as a service to outsiders. The 
colleges administering them as a service are all independent colleges. 

Data on the frequency of specific test usage are not presented here 

since the information is contained in Table 6. 

Initial Use of Tests Measuring Broad S ubject-Matter Areas 

The tests considered here are those which measure achievement or ability 
in broad subject-matter areas (for example, science, social studies, English, 
mathematics). These tests lie somewhere between the general ability tests, which 
are not highly related to any subject-matter area, and achievement .es.s ^see 
below) which are directly related to specific subject-matter areas. ^ For ex^le, 
a general ability test might provide a measure of general quantitative abi i y; 
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TABLE 8 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of Intelligence Tests'^) According to Extent of Usage 



Ex'bent of Usage 



Used with entii^e freshman 
class 

Used TO-th subgroups of 
fresiimstn class only 

Not used 



Total 



Public 

Colleges 



Number Percent 


8 


19 


2 




32 


76 


k2 


100 



Independent 

Colleges 



Number Percent 


9 


k3 


2 


10 


10 


li 8 


21 





All 



Colleges 


Number Percent 


17 


CM 


k 


6 


k2 


67 


63 


100 



(a) Intelligence tests are defined as those tests yielding an IQ score or a 

derivative of the IQ score. 

(b) The data reported in this table are part of the data reported in Table 4 . 

(c) The percentages do not total 100 because of rounding. 













TABLE 9 



Nuinbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of Intelligence Tests (^) According to Purpose of Testing (^) 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 



Purpose of Testing 


(c) 

Number Percent 


Number 


Percent' ' 


Number Percent 


Selective admission 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Guidance or counseling 


10 


100 


7 


61; 


17 


81 


Course placement 


T 

X 


10 


2 


18 


3 


ll; 


Research 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Service to outsiders 


0 


, 0 


3 


27 


3 


11; 


Other 


0 


0 


1 


9 


1 


5 


Number of Colleges Making 
Use of Intelligence Tests 


10 




11 




21 





(a) Intelligence tests are defined gs those tests yielding an IQ score or a 

derivative of the IQ score. 

(b) The data reported in this table are part of the data reported in Table 

Colleges may be included more than once in the table. 

(c) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 
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a broad subject-matter test might provide a measure of ability in mathematics; 
and an achievement test might provide a measure of ability in second-year algebra. 
Buros has called these broad subject-matter tests "achievement batteries." 

Broad subject-matter tests were not as fr'''iuently used in the junior 
colleges as general ability tests. Table 10 shows that fifty- twc percent of the 
sample colleges made use of the broad subject-matter tests as opposed to eighty- 
seven percent for the general ability tests (see Table it). In contrast with the 
use of general ability tests, the broad subject-matter tests were used by a 
higher proportion of public colleges than independent ones. 

Thf. patterns of testing purposes as shown in '"ables 11 and 5 are also 
somewhat different for the two kinds of tests. "While the predominant purpose 
of using each kind of test was guidance or counseling, higher proportions of 
colleges administered the broad subject-matter tests for research and for service 
purposes. Even though the broad subject-matter tests might seem to be more 
appropriate for placement than the general ability tests, we find that a sms ier 
percentage used these tests for course placement (39® than was the case for 
general ability tests {hl%) • 

Table 12 shows the frequency of usage for each broad subject-matter 
test encountered. The American College Testing Program (ACT) was used by a 
majority of the colleges that use this kind of test (58® , and the proportion was 
somewhat higher among independent colleges (70® than among public colleges (5^) • 
State testing programs were utilized 1:^ a substantial proportion of colleges (Jli®, 
all of which are public. 

Initial Use of Achievement Tests 

The tests considered here are those measuring achievement in specific 
areas of subject matter such as might be taught in a single course. Because of 
the nature of these tests and their use we have deviated from the previous 
pattern of reporting data. Almost without exception the initial use which 
colleges made of achievement tests involved administration of the tests to 
specific subgroups of the freshman classes. These were usually subgroups who 
were enrolling in specific programs or courses. Consequently, we have reported 
data for colleges only in terms of whether or not this type of te^t was used, 
regardless of the group of students involved. It should be pointed out also, 
that these initially used achievement tests usually covered subject matter that 
is normally taught at the high school level, and the variety of available tests 
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table 10 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Inj.tial Use 
of Broad Subject-Matter Area Tests According to Extent of Usage 



- 


Public 

Colleges 


Independent 

Colleges 


All 

Colleges 


Extent of Usaee 


Number Percent 


■M. 1 

iMuifiuer 


Percent 


Number Percent 


Used "with entire freshman class 
Used -with subgroups of freshman 


21 3'0 


8 


38 


29 


U6 


class only 


2 5 


2 


10 


k 


6 


Not used 


19 


11 


^2 


30 


kQ 


Total 


h2 100 


21 


100 


63 


100 
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TABLE 11 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use / % 

of Broad Subject-Matter Area Tests According to Puipose of Testing 



Public 



Purpose of Testing 


Number Percent 


Selective auiuission 


0 


0 


Guidance or counseling 


15 


65 


Course placement 


9 


39 


Research 


2 


9 


Service to outsiders 


k 


17 


Other 


0 


0 


Number of Colleges Using 


Broad Subject-Matter Tests 


23 





(b) 



Independent 
Colleges 



All 



Number 


Percent 


2 


20 


h 


ko 


k 


ko 


k 


ko 


3 


30 


1 


10 


10 




the table, 
colleges using 



(b) 



Number Percent 


2 


6 


19 


58 


13 


39 


6 


18 


7 


21 


1 


3 



(b) 



33 
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table 12 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges iiaking Initial Use . v 
of Broad Subject-Matter Area Tests According to Specific Test'^' 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 



Test 


(c) 

Number Percent 


(c) 

Number Percent 


(c) 

Number Percent 


American College Testing Program 
Examination (ACT) 


12 


52 


7 


70 


19 


58 


Conprehensive College Testing 
Program (CCTP) 


0 


0 


1 


10 


1 


3 


Tests of General Educational 
Development (GED) 


1 


it 


0 


0 


1 


3 


Iowa High School Content 
Examination (IHSC) 


1 


it 


1 


10 


2 


6 


Iowa Tests of Educational 
Development (ITED) 


1 


it 


0 


0 


1 


3 


Metropolitan Achievement Tests 
(MAT) 


0 


0 


1 


10 


1 


3 


Sequential Tests of Educational 
Progress (STEP) 


2 


9 


2 


20 


\x 


12 


State Testing Programs (New York 
and Florida) 


8 


35 


0 


0 


8 


2ii 


Number of Colleges Using 
Broad Subject-Matter Tests 


23 




10 




33 





(a) Colleges may be included more than once in the tableo 

(b) Tests and publishers are listed in Appendix iio 

(e) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 
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of this nature is tremendous. The effect of this was that we found nearly as 
many specific tests in use as there were colleges using them. Hence, we have 
not reported data on specific test usage. Rather we have grouped the specific 
tests according to subject-matter area, and reported frequency of usage in 
each area. 

Seventy-six percent .f the colleges made initial use of achievement 
tests (Table 13). There was no difference between public md independent 
colleges in this respect. 

As might be expected the primary, and nearly exclusive, purpose of 
using achievement tests initially was course placement. As Table lU shows, 
ninety-six percent of the using colleges reported this purpose, and these 
included all of the using independent colleges. 

The kinds of achievement tests used by the colleges fell into seven 
different subject-matter areas as indicated in Table 1^. A high proportion of 
the colleges used achievement tests in English (Ql%) , a.id a substantial propor- 
tion (^6%) used initial mathematics achievement tests. The forty-two percent 
that is indicated for initial reading tests does not accurately reflect the 
colleges ’ assessment of reading ability. In some cases, reading scores were 
obtained as part of the English test that the college used. The twenty colleges 
that are classified as using reading tosts are those colleges that used tests 
exclusively designed to assess reading ability. 



Initial Use of Interest Inventories 

This category of instruments is fairly well defined and needs no 
explanation. In Table 16, we have reported the frequency with which these 
instruments were used. About one-half of the san5)le colleges used interest 
inventories. One-third used them with their t are freshman classes. Inde- 
pendent colleges tended to make more use of interest inventories than public 
colleges. 

Except for two independent colleges (Table 17), every college using 
interest inventories used them for guidance purposes. As shown in Table l8 
the Kuder Preference Record (KPR) was the most frequently used inventory; 
however, the Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB) saw substantial use in 
the public colleges. Although not shown in the tables, it is inter sting to 
note that three of the public institutions used both KPR and SVIB. 



TABLE 13 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 

of Achievement Tests 



Tests Used 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 

Number Percent Number Percent Lcunber Percent 



Yes 

No 



Total 



32 


76 


16 


76 


h8 


76 


10 


2h 




2h 




2h 



*42 100 21 100 63 100 
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TABLE lit 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of Achievement Tests According to Purpose of Testing 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Go] leges 



Purpose of Testing 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Selective admission 


1 


3 


0 


0 


1 


2 


Guidance or counseling 


6 


19 


3 


19 


9 


19 


Coui^se placement 


30 


9k 


16 


100 


ks 


96 


Research 


0 


0 


2 


13 


2 


k 


Service to outsiders 


0 


0 


1 


6 


1 


2 


Other 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Number of Colleges 

Using Achievement Tests 


32 




16 




1^8 




(a) Colleges may be included 


more than 


t 

once in 


the table. 









(b) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 



(b) 
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TABLE 15 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use^ \ 
of Achievement Tests According to Subject-Matter Area • 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Collies Colleges 



Subject-Matter Area 


XV UXIIUOX 


.(b) 

X ox ^oxxu 


iMuiiiucr 


Percent' ^ 


'KT*n’mV»o‘y» 


r. 4-(b) 

X>o qy^T, ^ * 

X, N^JL 


Business 


2 


6 


2 


12 


h 


8 


Chemistry 


7 


22 


0 


0 


7 


15 


English 


27 


8ii 


12 


75 


39 


81 


Foreign Language 


7 


22 


8 


50 


15 


31 


Mathematics 


17 


53 


10 


63 


27" 


56 


Reading 


Ik 




6 


37 


20 


k2 


Social Studies 


1 


3 


0 


0 


1 


2 


Number of Colleges 

Using Achievement Tests 


32 




16 




ks 





(a) Colleges may be included more than once in the table o 

(b) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the testso 



TABLE 16 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of Interest Inventories According to Extent of Usage 





Public 

Colleges 


Independent 

Colleges 


All 

Colleges 


Extent of Usage 


Number Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number Percent 


Used ijith entire freshman class 


12 


29 


9 




21 


33 


Used ijith subgroups of freshman 
class only 




21 


3 


111 


12 


19 


Not used 


21 


^0 


9 


1|3 


30 


1|8 


Total 


\x2 


100 


21 


100 


63 


100 
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TABLE 17 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use / \ 
of Interest Inventories According to Purpose of Testing 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges CollegoS 



x'orpose of Testing 


Number Percent' ' 


Number Percent^ ^ 


Number Percent' ' 


Selective admission 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Guidance or counseling 


21 


100 


11 


52 


32 


97 


Course placement 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Research 


0 


0 


1 


8 


1 


3 


Service to outsiders 


0 


\J 


u 


0 


0 


0 


Other 


0 


0 


1 


8 


1 


3 


Number of Colleges Using 
Interest Inventories 


21 




12 




33 





(a) Colleges may be included . . than once in the table. 

(b) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 



TABLE 18 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of Interest Im/entories According to Specific Test^^' 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 



Test^^^ 


( c ) 

Number Percent 


ic) 

Number Percent'* ' 


Number Percent 


Kuder Preference) Record (KPR) 


12 


^7 


8 


67 


20 


61 


Occupational Interest Inventory 

(on) 


1 




1 


8 


2 


6 


Strong Vocational Interest 
Blank (SVIB) 


9 


k3 


1 


8 


10 


30 


Thur stone Interest Schedule 
(TIS) 


0 


0 


1 


8 


1 


3 


Unidentified 


2 


10 


1 


8 


3 


9 


Number of Colleges Using 
Interest Inventories 


21 




12 




33 





(a) Colleges may be included more than once in the tables 

(b) The tests and publishers are listed in Appendix it. 

(c) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 

(d) The colleges included here made initial use of eu interest inventory, but we 

were not able to determine which specific instruments were used. 
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Initial. Use of Special Aptitude Tests 

We have included in this section not only the use of multiple aptitude 
test batteries, but also the initial use of specialized aptitude tests dealing 
with specific vocations or skills such as nursing aptitude or mechanical apti '^e. 

Nearly forty percent of the sanple colleges made some initial use of 
special aptitude tests, primarily with subgroups of the entering freshman class 
(Table 19) . A slightly higher proportion of public colleges used them, although 
among independent colleges they were used to a greater degree with the entire 
freshman class. 

Table 20 shows that while most of the colleges used these tests for 
guidance or counseling, they were also used for selective admissions and course 
placement. This involved using the tests for admission to certain degree programs 
such as nursing or engineering, and placement in courses requiring certain levels 
of skills such as shorthand or typing. 

The use of four different aptitude batteries was encountered, and their 
frequency of usage is shown in Table 21. In this table we have grouped the aptitude 
tests for specific vocations or skills into the last category ("Other”) since each 
of these tests was used by only one collega Of the aptitude batteries, the General 
Aptitude Test Battery (GATB) was used most frequently a^:d its use was exclusively 
in public oUnior colleges. The Differential Aptitude Tests (DAT) were reported 
in use at four colleges. Six of the seven independent colleges that reported using 
these special aptitude tests, administered them for specific vocational areas 
while ten of the public colleges did so. 

Initial Use of Personality Tests 

The frequency of use of personality tests in the sample colleges is 
surprisingly high, since it is questionable whether this kind of instrument has 
any general utility in academic situations. Nearly one-third of the colleges 
administered a personality test either to the entire group of entering freshmen 
or to subgroups (Table 22). It should be remembered that the incidents of usage 
reported here do not include administratii. of tests to individuals as is often 
done in intensive counseling situations, uearly forty percent of the independent 
colleges used personality tests, and three- fourths of those using the tests 
administered them to the entire freshman class. Only about one-fourth of the 
public colleges used them and the use was predominately with subgroups of entering 
freshmen, 
o 
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TABLE 19 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of Special Aptitude Tests According to Extent of Usage 



Extent of Usage 

Used with entire freshman class 

I Used with subgroups of fresliman 
class only 

Not used 

Total 



Public 

Colleges 


Independent 

Colleges 


All 

Colleges 


Number Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number Percent 


6 


Ik 


k 


19 


10 


16 


11 


26 


3 


Ik 


Ik 


22 


25 


60 


1I^ 


67 


39 


62 


k2 


100 


21 


100 


63 


100 




TABLE 20 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Init:Lal Use / \ 
of Special Aptitude Tests According to Purpose of Testing'^' 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges College s 



Purpose of Testing 


Number Percent'' ' Number Percent' ' 


Number 


Percent 


Selective admission 


2 


12 


1 


li; 


3 


13 


Guidance or counseling 


13 


76 


6 


86 


19 


79 


Course placement 


3 


18 


2 


29 




21 


Research 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Service to outsiders 


1 


6 


0 


0 


1 


i; 


Other 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Number of Colleges Using 
Special Aptitude Tests 


17 




7 




2h 





(a) Colleges may be included more than once in the table, 

(b) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 




TABLE 21 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use, v 
of Special Aptitude Tests According to Specific Test^^^ 



Test^^^ 


Public 

Colleges 


Independent 

Colleges 


All 

Colleges 


( 

Number Percent ' '' 


(A 

Number Percent' ' 


Number Percent^ 


Differential Aptitude Tests 
(DAT) 


3 


18 


1 


lit 


it 


17 


General Aptitude Test 
Battery (GATE) 


6 




0 


0 


6 


2^ 


Multiple Aptitude Tests 
(CMAT) 


0 


0 


1 


lit 


1 


it 


Primary Mental Abilities 
(PMA) 


1 


6 


0 


0 


1 


it 


Other 


10 


^9 


6 


86 


16 


67 


Number of Colleges Using 
Special Aptitude Tests 


17 




7 




2it 





(a) Colleges may be included more than once in the table. 

(b) The te'-*'s and publishers are listed in Appendix i;. 

(c) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 

(d) Includes aptitude tests for specific vocational areas and skills. 
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table 22 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of Personality Tests According to Extent of Usage 





Public 

Collies 


Independent 

Colleges 


All 

Colleges 


Extent of Usage 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Used "with entire freshman class 
Used with subgroups of freshman 


2 




6 


29 


8 


13 


class only 


9 


21 


2 


10 


11 


17 


Not used 


31 


71; 


13 


62 


kh 


70 


Total 


i;2 


100 


21 


101^^^ 


63 


100 




The percentages do not total 100 because of rounding. 
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The purposes of using personality tests as reported by the colleges 
fall into two categories — guidance or counseling, and research. Of the eleven 
public colleges using the tests, seven were using them for guidance purposes and 
four for research purposes. Of the eight independent colleges, seven administered 
the tests for guidance purposes and one for research purposes. Since the specific 
instruments used at each college differed from that used at any other college, we 
have not reported frequency of usage for any specific tests. 

Summary of Initial Testing 

In order to provide some summary of this inportant and major area of 
junior college testing, we have prepared Tables 23 and 2it, which show the amount 
of initial testing done by the sairple colleges. The testing of subgroups as 
well as entire groups of entering freshmen is included in these data. 

In Table 23 we have considered the six different kinds of tests which 
the sample colleges were using; that is, general ability tests, broad subject- 
matter tests, achievement tests, interest inventories, special aptitude tests, 
and personality tes .s. Each college might have used one or more of these six 
different kinds. Table 23 shows the number of different kinds used by each 
college. We can see that a small proportion (3%) were using all six kinds, and 
a smaP proportion (6%) were using only one kind. Colleges tended to use 2, 3, 
k, or 5 kinds in about equal, proportion, with almost one-half of the colleges 
using at least four different kinds. The independent colleges tended to use 
fewer kinds than the public colleges. Sixty- two percent of the independent 
colleges used fewer than four kinds while only fifty percent of the public colleges 
did so. 

As we have noted before, some colleges administered more than one test 
of a given kind to their entering students. In Table 2k we have shown the number 
of different tests used initially by each college T-n+hout regard to kind of test. 
All of the sanple colleges used at least one standardized test ivith the entering 
students. Several colleges used as many as ten or eleven. The median number of 
tests used by public colleges is four and the median number of tests for indepen- 
dend colleges is five. Thirty- five percent of the public colleges used more than 
five tests while nearly fifty percent of the independent colleges did so. 




L 
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table 23 

Nmnbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of Standardized Tests According to Number of 
Different Kinds of Tests Administer e'^. 



Public 



Independent 



All 



Number of Different Kinds 
of Tests Administered 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


One 


3 


7 


1 




k 


6 


Tw) 


13 


31 


3 


lU 


16 


25 


Three 


5 


12 


9 


k3 


lU 


22 


Four 


11 


26 


2 


10 


13 


21 


Five 


9 


21 


5 


2k 


111 


22 


Six 


1 


2 


1 


5 


2 


3 


Total 


k2 


99(b) 


21 


101^^^ 


63 


99(b) 



(a) The six Ifferent kinds of tests considered are: general ability tests, broad 

subject-matter area tests, achievement tests, interest inventories, special 
aptitude tests, and personality tests. 

(b) The percentages do not total 100 because of rounding. 
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TABLE 2k 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Initial Use 
of Standardized Tests According to Number of Different 

Tests Admird-stered 



Number of Different 



Public 

Colleges 



Independent 

Colleges 



All 

Colleges 



Tests Administered 


Number 


Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


One 






7 


1 


5 


k 


6 


Two 




8 


19 


0 


0 


8 


13 


Three 




h 


10 


3 


lit 


7 


11 


Four 




7 


17 


1 


5 


8 


13 


Five 




5 


12 


6 


29 


11 


17 


Six 




2 


5 


6 


29 


8 


13 


Seven 




6 


111 


1 


5 


n 

f 


11 


Eight 




2 


5 


1 


5 


3 


5 


Nine 




1 


2 


1 


5 


2 


3 


Ten 




3 


7 


1 


5 


h 


6 


Eleven 




1 


2 


0 


0 


1 


2 




Total 


k2 


100 


21 


102 


63 


100 



(a) The percentages do not total 100 because of rounding. 




Subsequent Use of Standardized Tests 



Thus far we have considered testing which the colleges did initially with 
entering students^ i.e.^ before the end of the first semester. In addition^ some 
colleges administered tests to groups of students wiio had con 5 >leted the first 
semester of the freshman year or were second-year students. We are referring here 
only to institutional use of tests for administrative reasons; not to teacher use 
of tests for classroom evaluation which is discussed separately. 

Table 2^ shows that thirty percent of the colleges administered standard- 
ized tests to groups of students who had progressed beyond the first semester. The 
proportion of independent colleges that did so (i|8^) is over twice as great as the 
proportion of public colleges (21^). 

The purposes for which this testing was done are shown in Table 26. The 
testing was done primarily for con^rehensive evaluation or for research purpv^oss. 
Public colleges tended to do this testing in order to evaluate student ability in 
specific areas— usually EngliJxi, reading, or mathematics. The independent colleges 
made no subsequent use of tests for subject-matter evaluation but tended to do this 
testing for con 5 )rehensive evaluation or research. 

The specific tests used for subsequent evaluation are shown in Table 2?. 
Eight different tests or testing programs were reported with the Cooperative 
English Tests being used most frequently 

Teacher Use of Standardized Test s 

The teacher’s use of standardized tests for classroom evaluation seemed 
to be a minor practice in junior colleges. It was encountered at only thirteen 
of the sixty- three colleges (Table 28) and seemed to be more prevalent among 
public institutions (2k%) than independent (lh %) • Table 29 shows the extent of 
usage by subject-matter area. 

In discussing this practice during the interviews, two comments were 
universally made. First, it was reported that classroom evaluation was entirely 
the province of the individual teacher. No attenpt was ever made by the admin- 
istration or others to dictate or specify to the teacher what kinds of tests or 
evaluation methods should be used in the classroom, in many instances it was 
reported that teachers sometimes sought help from others at the college, particu- 
larly from staff members in the guidance or counseling areas, when they weie 
having difficulty with evaluation procedures. Second, it was reported that 



TABLE 25 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Subsequent ' 
Use(^) of Standardized Tests 







Public 

Colleges 


Independent 

Colleges 


All 

Colleges 


Subsequent Use 


of T(2 sting 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Yes 




9 


21 


10 


i^8 


19 


30 


No 




33 


19 


11 


^2 


ill; 


70 




Total 


h2 


100 


21 


100 


63 


100 



(a) Defined as administration of tests by the college to g3?oups of students 

subsequent to the first semester of the freshman year. Does not include 
classroom use of tests by teachers. 





TABLE 26 



(a) 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Subsequent Use/, \ 
of Standardized Tests According to Purpose of Testing' ' 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 



Purpose of Testing 


( c) 

Number Percent 


(c) 

NiuTiber Percent' ' 


Number Percent 


Evaluation in specific subject 
matter area 


it 


kh 


0 


0 


k 


21 


CoiT5)rehensive evaluation 


3 


33 




50 


8 


h2 


Research 


2 


22 




50 


7 


37 


Service to outsiders 


2 


22 


3 


30 


5 


26 


Number of Colleges Making 
Subsequent Use of Tests 


9 




10 




19 





(a) Defined as administration of tests by the college to groups of students 

subsequent to the first semester of the freshman year. Does not include 
classroom use of tei ^-s by teachers. 

Colleges may be included more than once in the table. 

The percentages are based on the number of colleges making subsequent use 
of tests. 



(b) 

(o) 



TABLE 27 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making Subsequent 

of Standardized Tests According to Specific Testv ) 



(a) 



Test 



(c) 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent ^ 



ACS Cooperative Examination (ACS) 2 

Cooperative English Tests (CET) 3 

Comprehensive College Testing 

Program (CCTP) 1 

General Culture Test (GCT) 0 

Graduate Record Examinations (GRE) 0 

Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) 2 

School and College Ability Tests 

(SCAT) 1 

Sequential Tests of Educational 

Progress (STEP) 2 



22 


0 


0 


2 


'll 


33 


2 


20 


5 


26 


11 


1 


10 


2 


11 


0 


1 


10 


1 


5 


0 


1 


10 


1 


5 


22 


k 


ilO 


6 


32 


11 


1 


10 


2 


11 


22 


2 


20 


h 


21 






Number of Colleges Making 

Subsequent Use of Tests 9 



10 



19 



(a) Defined as administration of tests by the college to groups of students subsequent 
to the first semester of the freshman year. Does not include c.iassroom use of 
tests by teachers. 

Colleges may be included more than once in the table. 

The tests and publishers are listed in Appendix 1;. 

The percentages are based on the number of colleges ‘•icing the tesvS. 



(b) 

(c) 

(d) 



TABLE 28 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges in ■which Teachers Use 
Standardized Tests for Classroom Evaluation 



Public Independent All 



Colleges Colleges Colleges 



Teacher Use of Tests 


Number 


Percent 


Number Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Yes 


10 


2h 


3 


li^ 


13 


21 


No 


32 


76 


18 


86 


^0 


79 



Total 



k2 100 



21 100 63 100 



TABLE 29 

Numbers Percents of Colleges in which Teachers Use 
Standardized Tests for Classroom Evaluation According 

to Subject-Matter AreaC®-) 



Subject-Matter Area 



Public 

Colleges 



Independent 
Colleges 



Number Percent Number Percent 



All 

Colleges 



Number Percent 



(b) 



English 


2 


20 


1 


33 


3 


23 


Foreign Language 


3 


30 


0 


0 


3 


23 


Mathematics 


2 


20 


0 


0 


2 


15 


Reading 


2 


20 


1 


33 


3 


23 


Science 


5 


50 


1 


33 


6 


h6 


Number of Colleges in which 
Teachers Use Standardized Tests 


10 




3 




<> 

13 





(a) Colleges may be included more than once in the table. 

(b) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 
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teachers primarily used locally constmcted essay-type examinations for class- 
room evaluation. Occasionally it was reported that teachers constructed their 
own objective tests^ and at two institutions there were departmental efforts 
to build files of objective test items which teachers could draw from in order 
to assemble their own objective tests. It was commonly felt that published 
standardized achievement tests did not relate closely enough to the content of 
specific courses to warrant their extensive use as classroom evaluation devices. 

Specialized Use of Standardized Tests 

Twenty-nine of the colleges made specialized use of four different 
testing programs. These are listed in Table 30. Ten of the colleges made use 
of scores from the College Board Advanced Placement Examinations to give 
entering students advanced standings or to release them from taking certain basic 
or required courses. This practice was considerably more prevalent among inde- 
pendent colleges than among public colleges. Three colleges (all public) made 
special use of the Scholastic Aptitude Test, requiring it of certain special 
kinds of entering students. The Test of English as a Foreign Language was 
used by three colleges (all public) to assess the English language ability of 
students whose native language was not English. Sixteen colleges accepted scores 
on the Tests of General Educational Development in lieu of graduation from an 
accredited liigh school. 

Use of Standardized Tests With Individual Students 

Most of the colleges in the sample (73^) had made pi’ovisions for 
individual testing of students. This was usually carried out as part of the 
counseling functions at the college. The college usually kept a file of different 
kinds of tests (as many as 60 or 70 in some instances) which counselors could 
administer to individual students as the need became evident. As shown in Table 
31, the practice was about equally prevalent in public and independent colleges. 

Other Related Testing Practices 

Two activities were investigated which do not relate directly to 
testing practices but do have some indirect relevance. These are the extent to 
which colleges participate in national testing programs by serving as test centers, 
and the extent to which colleges provide in-service training in measurement for 
teachers. 




TABLE 30 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Making SpeciaD.ized 
Use of Standardized Tests According to Test Usedv^/ 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges _ 



Test^^^ 


( c) 

Number Percent 


(c) 

Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Advanced Placement Examinations 

(ape) 


3 


16 


7 


70 


10 


34 


Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) 


3 


16 


0 


0 


3 


10 


Tests of English as a Foreign 
Language (TOEFL) 


3 


16 


0 


0 


3 


10 


Tests of General Educational 
Development (GED) 


13 


68 


3 


30 


16 




Number of Colleges Making 
Specialized Use of Tests 


19 




10 




29 





(a) Colleges may be included more than once in the table. 

(b) The tests and publishers are listed in Appendix ii. 

(c) The percentages are based on the number of colleges using the tests. 




TABLE 31 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges Administering Standardized 

Tests to Individual Students 



Adird.nister Tests to 
Individual Students 


Public 

Colleges 


Independent 

Colleges 


All 

Colleges 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Yes 


31 


Ih 


15 


71 


he 


73 


No 


11 


26 


6 


29 


17 


27 


Total 


h2 


100 


21 


100 


63 


100 



-^ 0 - 



Testing Centers 

Table 32 shows that over half of the colleges (57® served as test centers 
for one or more of four national testing programs. Forty- four percent of the 
col?.egfc3 were test centers for the ACT Program^ and these tended to be the public 
colleges. Nineteen percent were centers for the College Entrance Examination 
Boards with the proportion being higher among independent junior colleges (29® 
than among public colleges (lk%) . Small proportions of colleges (all public) 
served as centers foi* the Graduate Record Examinations or the Tests of General 
Educational Development. It is interesting to note that of the thirty- six colleges 
that were test centers^ thirty served as centers for only one program^ four were 
centers for two programs^ and two colleges acted as centers for three of the 
national testing programs. 

In-service Measurement Training 

Five ■ e sixty- three colleges reported that they were currently 
undertaking som kind of in-service measurement training program for teachers 
(Table 33), and six colleges reported that they had formerly had such a program^ 
but were not presently doing anything along this lineo Eighteen percent of the 
colleges^ then^ felt that this was sufficiently important to undertake specific 
programs to develop the measurement skills of their teachers. 

"When further querried about in-service measurement training programs^ 
thirty- three of the colleges indicated interest in either undertaking such a 
I program or of expanding their present program. 

Use of Standardized Test Scores 

In the previous discussions we have considered the purposes which 
junior colleges have in using various kinds of tests. These purposes iiq)ly 
certain uses of the test scores but are necessarily quite general. For example^ 
if a college uses test scores for placement^ it has some specific way of converting 
the test scores into useable information upon which decisions can be^ at least 
partially^ based. However ^ there are a variety of ways of making this conversion — 
establishing cutting scores in some way^ combining test scores with other informa- 
tion^ combining the results of several different tests^ etc. There are no hard 
and fast rules for doing this and each college d'^velops its own methods which seem 
to work best. The same thing can be said of using test information for counseling 
puiposes. Each covinselor has his own particular way of bringing test information 
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TABLE 32 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Sei^ring as Test Centers for 

National Testing Programs (^) 



Public Independent All 



/b^ 

National Testing x^ogram^ ' 


Colleges 


Colleges 


Colleges 


Number Percent 


Number 


V 

Percent * 


(c) 

Number Percent 


American College Testing 
Program 


2h 


57 


k 


19 


28 


lOi 


College Entrance Examination 
Board 


6 


lii 


6 


29 


12 


19 


Graduate Record Examinations 


1 


2 


0 


0 


1 


2 


Tests of General Educational 
Development 


3 


7 


0 


0 


3 


5 


Did not serve as a test center 


15 


36 


12 


57 


27 


k3 


Total Number of Colleges 


k2 




21 




63 





Colleges may be included more than. c>nce in the table. 

The tests and publishers are listed in Appendix k* 

The percentages are based on the total number of colleges. 
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(a) 

(b) 

(c) 



TABLE 33 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges that Have 
In-Sen'ice Training Programs in Measurement 





Public 

Colleges 


Independent 

Colleges 


All 

Colleges 


In-Service Measurement Programs 


Number Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Presently available 


k 


10 


1 






8 


Formerly, but not presently 
available 


k 


10 


2 


10 


6 


10 


Not available, either presently 
or formerly 


3h 


81 


18 


86 




83 


Total 


k2 


101^^^ 


21 




63 


101^^^ 



(a) The percentages do not total 100 because of rounding. 
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to bear on the counseling of a particular student. Wliile we are not able to report 
information on the wide variety of specific ways in idiich test scores are used, we 
did obtain some further indication of test score usage. In this section xre shall 
consider three additional indications of the ways that junior colleges use test 
scores—prepare local norms, make the test results available to faculty members, 
and make the test results available to students. 

Constructing and Using Local Noirnis ^ 

We are considering here only those instances wiiere the colleges made 
conscious effort to obtain or prepare and use distributions of scores based on 
tests administered to their own students. We have, then, eliminated those instances 
where colleges might, through participation in a national testing program, receive 
local distributions of scores but make no particular use of them. Table 3!j shows 
that over half of the colleges (59® obtained and used local, norms for tests that 
were administered to the students. The practice was more prCTalent among public 
colleges ( 62 ^ than among independent colleges (^ 2 ^) . 

Reporting Test Scores to Faculty 

It goes almost without saying that test score information is always 
available to the counselors and guidance staff at junior colleges. Some junior 
colleges have counseling systems that involve participation of faculty members 
who act as advisors or counselors for certain students or groups of students. In 
this section we are considering the availability of test scores to faculty members 
who are ^ involved in student counseling. At thirty-five percent of the colleges 
(Table 35) the non- counseling faculty received all test information routinely, 
although +he^ may have received the information only for students in their own 
courses. Forty percent of the colleges had established systems idiereby the test 
information was not routinely reported to faculty members but was readily available 
to any faculty member who requested it. Twenty- five percent of the colleges had 
no system for reporting test information to the faculty. At public colleges the 
tendency was to report test information only on request of a faculty member, while 
independent colleges tended to report the test scores routinely. 

Reporting Test Scores to Students 

Over eighty percent of the sanple colleges made the results of tests 
available to students. This was done in several ways, mostly in individual 




TABLE 3h 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges that Make Use of Local Norms 



Public Independent All 

CqT T eges Colleges Colleges 



Local Norms 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Yes 


26 


62 


11 


52 


37 


59 


No 


16 


38 


10 


ii8 


26 


kl 


Total 


ii2 


100 


21 


100 


63 


100 




TABLE 35 



Nuinbsrs sind Percsnlis of CoXX6g6s "bhali Rsport 



Test Scores to FacuXty 




PubXic Independent AXX 

CoXXeges CoXXeges CoXXeges 



FacuXty Receive Test Scores 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Routinely 


12 


29 


10 


U8 


22 


35 


On Request 


19 


h5 


6 


29 


25 


liO 


Not reported to f acuity 


11 


26 


5 


2h 


16 


25 


TotaX 


1|2 


100 


21 


101^^^ 


63 


100 



(a) Does not incXude facuXty members who aXso act as counseXors. 

(b) The percentages do not totaX XOO because of rounding. 
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counseling situations where the student received considerable help in interpreting 
his scores. As Table 36 shows, sixty percent of the colleges provided the test 
informat-5 on to students in this way. At twenty-one percent of the colleges, test 
scores were routinely reported to students^ and in most of these instances (19® 
the opportunity was offered to students to obtain help in interpreting the scores. 

Testing Needs and Problems 

During the course of the interviews, we sought not only information about 
the colleges’ current testing practices, but also information about testing needs 
and problems. ¥e undertook the interviews with no preconceptions as to what these 
needs and problems might be. In fact, ascertaining the nature of the needs and 
problems was a major goal of the study. Consequently, we did not ask the colleges 
whether "such and such" was a need they felt or a problem they were experiencing. 
This is an inportant point to remember in considering the data reported below. 

Needs and problems mentioned by only a few colleges assume greater importance and 
cannot be neglected or ignored. On the other hand, had we gone to each college 
with a specified list of needs and problems and asked the college to indicate 
whether each one was a need or problem for them, we might have obtained quite 
different results. In this circumstance, we might have been disposed to pay little 
attention to those needs and problems receiving only a few "votes". 

The fact that our san^le colleges mentioned their testing needs and 
problems in an unstructured situation presented somewhat of a px’oblem for us in 
attempting to summarize the data for this rc^port. The colleges indicated their 
needs and problems in a variety of ways. Our task in compiling the data was to 
classify the variously expressed needs and problems into a manageable number 
of meaningful categories. We were able to condense the information into eighteen 
different categories. The frequency with which these categories of needs and 
problems were expressed by the colleges is shown in Table 37. 

1. Need for Comprehensive Tests . These are tests that would 
be administered to groups of students at the end of their 
program. We have included both the expressed need for this 
kind of test and the expressed need for the college to do 
this kind of testing. As was noted above (Table 26), 
comprehensive evaluation is not a common practice among 
junior colleges. Only eight of the sample colleges did 
this kind of testing. As shown in Table 37, however. 
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TABLE 36 

Numbers and Percents of Colleges that Report Test Scores to Students 



Public Independent All 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 



Students Receive Test Scores 


Number Percent 


Number Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Routinely without inteipretation 


1 


2 


0 


0 


1 


2 


Routinely with interpretation 


9 


21 


3 


111 


12 


19 


Only in individual counseling 


29 


60 


13 


62 


38 


60 


Not reported to students 


7 


17 


c' 


2li 


12 


19 


Total 


k2 


100 


21 


100 


63 


100 









- 58 - 



table 37 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges Reporting Various Testing Needs and Problems 



(a) 



Public Independent '^.11 

Colleges Colleges Colleges 





Testing Need or Problem 


Number Percent 


Nvunber 


Percent 


Number Percent 


1. 


Con^rehensive tests 


11 


26 


9 


k3 


20 


32 


2, 


Vocational tests 


10 


2k 


0 


0 


10 


16 


3. 


Differential guidance tests 


15 


36 


2 


10 


17 


27 


h. 


Clissroom tests 


2 


5 


k 


19 


6 


10 




Non- intellective tests 


6 


Ik 


5 


2k 


11 


17 


6. 


Achievement tests 


30 


71 


7 


33 


37 


59 


7. 


Shorter tests 


6 


Ik 


0 


0 


6 


10 


8. 


Lower- level tests 


8 


19 


0 


0 


8 


13 


9. 


Junior college norms 


10 


2k 


k 


19 


Ik 


22 


10. 


Research on tests 


Ik 


33 


7 


33 


21 


33 


11. 


In-service measurement training 


2k 


57 


11 


52 


35 


56 


12. 


Misuse of test information 


k 


10 


1 


5 


5 


8 


13. 


Inadequacy of specific test(s) 


28 


67 


10 


kQ 


38 


60 


Ik- 


Exchange of testing information 


3 


7 


0 


0 


3 


5 


15. 


Making test results useful 


16 


38 


7 


33 


23 


37 


16. 


Test selection or construction 


8 


19 


8 


38 


16 


25 


17. 


Test administration 


12 


29 


0 


0 


12 


19 


18. 


Outside pressure 


11 


26 


2 


10 


13 


21 




Total Number of Colleges 


k2 




21 




63 





(a) Colleges ma;'' be included more than once in the table. 
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twenty of the colleges mentioned this as a need. A higher 
proportion of the independent colleges (k3%) was concerned 
about this kind of evaluation than of the public colleges {26%). 



2 . Need for Tests in Vocational Areas . The tests included here 
are those that measure skills and abilities that are taught 
in vocational training programs. ¥e have included both the 
generally expressed need for this kind of test as well as 
the expressed need for tests in specific vocational areas. 
This need was mentioned at ten of the colleges, all of 
which were public institutions. 



3 . Need for Differential Guidance Tests . These are tests 
that might assist the college in guiding students into 
various types of programs. As might be expected the 
need for this kind of test was expressed more frequently 
by public institutions (36%) where the variety of available 
prograrxs is generally greater and where guidance of students 
into various programs is more of a proD±er(i. Only two o^. wiiS 
independent colleges indicated this as a need. 



ii. Need for fi tanHardized Classroom Tests. Stanr" irdized 
tests are infrequently used by junior college teachers 
(see Table 28) . Hence, we might expect to find that 
only six colleges expressed any need for this kind of 
test. It should also be pointed out that this particular 
need would more likely be expressed by a classroom teacher 
than by any other junior college staff member. As shown 
in Table 3, however, teachers were intei^iewed at onl„ 
nine of the colleges. 



Woo H fn-p Methods of Assessing Non- Intellective Charac teristics. 
This was often expressed as the need to find out about such 
student characWistics as motivation, creativity, persistence, 
interests, attitudes, etc. It was usually mentioned in 
connection with either admissions or guidance activities, and 
the desired goal was t:o be able to predict better the student’s 
future performance either gene,raliy or in a specified program. 
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Eleven of the colleges mentioned this as a need and the 
independent colleges seemed to be more concerned (2h%) than 
the public colleges {lk%) • 

6. Need for Various Kinds of Subject-Matter Achievement Tests . 
This categoiy includes only the need for achievement tests 
for institutional use — as opposed to Number It, above, which 
considered the need for achievement tests for classroom use 
by teachers. This need was most often expressed in connection 
with placement testing, and was one of the most frequently 
mentioned needs — fifty-nine percent of the colleges so 
indicated, with the proportion being seventy-one percent 
among public colleges. 

?• Need for Shor Tests . This appeared primarily as a protest 
against the amount of time spent in testing, particularly 
in initial testing. The six colleges that mentioned this 
(all public) did not want to forego any of the information 
they were obtaining from the tests, but : ather obtain the 
information with a lesser amount of time invested. 



8. Need for Lower-Level Te sts. Eight of the colleges (all 

public) felt that the tests they were using were appropriate 
for the students of higher ability (for exanple, those in 
the university-parallel program) but that the tests were too 
difficult for many of the other students. This need was 
probably felt to a greater degree by the public colleges 
because of the wide spectrum of ability represented in the 
students enrolling in or applying to public institutions. 

The independent colleges, on the other hand, probably 
experienced the same effect, but considered it as a necessary 
or desirable part of admissions, rather than as a problem. 



o 

/ • 
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(22%) mentioned that they would like to have or needed test 
norms based on junior college students. 



10. Need for Research on Tests . One- third of the colleges felt 
that they needed to do more research with tests. This might 
have been mentioned in connection with institutional research, 
validity studies, establishing placement procedure, or deter- 
mining how to use test scores in admissions. 
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11. Need for In-Service heasurement Training . Over half 
of both the public and the independent colleges felt 
that they needed some kind of in-service measurement 
training. This need is directly related to Number 
below (need to make test results useful), since many 
colleges felt that they were not making maximum use 
of the test information they were obtaining, and 
thought that additional measurement training for 
staff members might rectii^ the situation. The kinds 
of in-service training mentioned ranged all the way 
from intensive workshops to the distribution of 
appropriate literature. 

12. Misuse of Test Information . A few colleges (5) felt 
that misuse of test information created a problem. 

The concern was felt in situations where test infor- 
ma uion was used to evaluate individual students and 
in situations where test information might be used 
to evaluate institutions. 

13. Inadequacy of Specific Test (s). We have included in 
this category those instances where a problem was 
mentioned involving a specific test the college was 
using or contenplating. The test was too long, too 
difficult, too hard to score, did not predict, did 
not have the right norms, was difficult to administer, 
etc. As might be expected, this was the most popular 
category of testing problems. Sixty percent of the 
colleges indicated some dissatisfaction with a specific 
te_)t. 

lU«. Exchange of Testing Information Among Junior Colleges . 
Three of the colleges felt that it would be helpful for 
them to learn more about how other junior colleges were 
using tests. While these colleges realized that testing 
practices x^hich were successfxu. at one college might not 
work at another college, thqy felt that knowing about 
testing practices which other colleges had found success- 
ful (or unsuccessful) might give them some ideas about 
how they might make their own testing progj'ams more 

useful or valuable. 

o 
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15. Making Test Results Useful or Meaningful . A sub- 
stantial number of colleges (37^) felt that the 
test results should be made more meaningful to 
students or to faculty members. In some fnstances 
colleges felt that much of their test information 
was merely lying in files or folders, and that no 
one was really making any use of it. This was one 
of the most frequently mentioned problems facing the 
junior college. 

Test Se lection or Test Construction . We have included 
here those situations in which a college or a teacher 
wanted to use a test for some specific purpose but 
was having difficulty in selecting the appropriate 
test or in constructing a test to meet the need. 

Twenty- five percent of the colleges were having 
difficulty of this nature, and the problem seemed 
more prevalent among in'^ependent colleges ( 3 ^%) than 
among public colleges ( 19 %) • 

17. Test Administration . A few of the colleges indicated 
they were having problems related to the administration 
of standardized tests. These included inadequate test- 
ing facilities, difficulty in getting the tests scored, 
lack of help in administering the tests, etc. Twelve 
colleges (all public) mentioned this kind of problem. 



18. 



Outside Pressure on Testing Practices . Thirteen of 
the colleges reported that certain of their testing 



practices were affected by pressure from external 



sources. Most frequently this took the form of a 
college administering a certain test, not because it 



wanted to or because it found the results useful, but 






because all the other colleges were doing it or because 
it was required by the four-year institutions that 
would be receiving many transferring students. This 
was a problem to a greater degree among public junior 
colleges than among independent ones. 
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Faculty and Student Interest in Testing 

Information on faculty and student interest in standardized testing is 
probably less reliable and certainly less complete than the other data contained 
in this report. In the first place, we did not obtain much information directly 
from faculty members or students. Consequently, our data are mostly "second 
hand" reports primarily from administrative or pupil personnel staff members. 

In many cases the information about faculty and student interest in tests ob- 
tained from these sources was probably quite accurate. In other instances, the 
persons interviewed did not feel that they could make such judgments. In the 
second place, it is difficult to generalize about faculty interest or student 
• pn+.v, +.V.O facnltv and the student body at any institution are made 

J-llbCXC50v» s*— ^ V 

.... n . -1 _ — — — -v at,t,itudes are represented 

u,p of many inciiviauaj-s, anu^ uxocn, manjr - j-^uuc cu.c 

r. T+,, p-n omnncr Q+.nripnt.« 5 . flon.seauently , it may be somewhat meaningless 

QlHOIig L-Iit* * o 

to talk about "the faculty attitude", or "the student attitude". Kevertheiess, 
we did atteipt to obtain information about faculty and student interest and 
thereby to characterize each institution. In those instances where this was 
not possible we have classified the institution into a "not ascertainable" 
category. Tables 38 and 39 contain the data wiiich we obtained. 



Facn^ty Int e rest in Tesoxng 

In general^ we can characterize junior college faculty members as 
having at least "some interest" in the results of star.dardizsd tests admiiu-o oered 
to students. As shown in Table 38, over half of the colleges &%) characterized 
their faculties as having at least some interest, while thirty- two percent 
indicated that faculty members were eager to have this information about students. 
Only twe- . -two percent of the colleges felt that faculty had little interest in 
standardized test information. We were not able to ascertain the faculty interest 
at twenty-two percent of the sample colleges. The faculty at independent colleges 
seem to be more extreme in their interest, with larger proportions either eager 
to have the information (ki%) or having little interest (33® . The public 
colleges seem to be distributed more evenly, with the highest proportions {2$%) 

having m lerate interest in the results of tests. 

Several colleges provided additional information on faculty attitudes 

toward standardized tests. At nine of the colleges the faculty was characterized 
as having some interest in using standardized tests for classroom evaluation. 



TABLE 38 



Numbers and Percents of Colleges According to 
Faculty Interest in Testing 



Faculty Interest in Testing 

Eager to have test information 

Some interest in having test 
information 

Little interest in having test 
information 

Not ascertainable 



Total 



Public 

Colleges 



Number 


Percent 


11 


26 


12 


29 


7 


17 


12 


29 


k2 


101^^^ 



Independent 

Colleges 



Number Percent 


9 


li3 


3 


lu 


7 


33 


2 


10 


21 


100 



All 



Number Percent 


20 


32 


15 


p)i 


Ik 


22 


Ih 


22 


63 


100 



(a) The percentages do not total 100 because of rounding. 



TABLE 39 



Numbsrs and PBrcants of Collsgss According to 
Student Interest in Testing 





Public 

Colleges 


Independent 

Colleges 


All 

Colleges 


Tr>+.or»oQ+. Tn ToQ+nna 


(D 


poT»non+. 


Niinibsi* 


Psrc0nt 


Nnnibi 


32? P62?C0n"t 


Eager to have test information 


15 


36 


9 


h3 


2h 


38 


Some interest in having test 
information 


3 


7" 


2 


10 


5 


8 


Little interest in having test 
information 




rt 

{ 


\ 

4 


“1 r\ 


7 

t 


11 


Not ascertainable 


21 


50 


6 


29 


27 


h3 


Total 


h2 


100 


21 


1 — i 
O 
1 — i 


63 


100 


(a) The percentages do not total 100 


because 


of rounding. 
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At four of the colleges it was reported that the faculty seemed to place too 
much reliance on the information obtained from tests^ and tended not to 
recognize the limitations of this kind of information. 

Student Interest in Testing 



Using the same scale of "interest in having test information", we 
attenpted to classify the student body at each institution. Unfortunately 
we were not able to do this at a substantial proportion of colleges (h3>%) • 
Allowing for the fact that we have information for only slightly over half of 
the colleges, we could characterize the students at the remaining colleges as 
overwhelmingly interested in the results of their tests. As shown in Table 
39, forty- six percent of the colleges characterized the students as having at 



Irast. soi!i0 in t*h0 t9st- rss'iiHis 



^ 4 - 

UL U 



thiLi ty— eight percent of the 



colleges students were eager to u&ve t/Ae 
of the colleges reported little interest 



information. Only eleven percent 
on the part of the students. 



SUMMARY 



We have presented, in this report, information on junior college 
practices, problems, and attitudes concerning standardized tests. The infor- 
mation is based on the results of inteiviews with staff members at a selected 
sau5)le of sixty- three public and private junior colleges in eighteen states. 

An analysis of the characteristics of the sixty-three san^jle colleges shows 
that the sample is reasonably representative of the population of junior col- 
leges with respect to four variables— control (public, independent), size 

IT* 

(number of full-time students enrolled), type of student body (men, women, 
coed), and type of college (residential, commuting). The sample appears to 
be somewhat over-represented with large, public, commuting junior colleges. 
Interviews were conducted with one hundred forty junior college staff members 
representing presidents, deans, admission officers, directors of student per- 
sonnel, directors of testing, counselors, and teachers- 

In this report we have atteripted neither to evaluate the specific 
testing practices nor to offer solutions for testing problems. These activities 
can be iindertaken only with respect to the individual situations in which the 
tests are being used or in which problems are encountered. We have tried here 
merely to report the situations as we found them and to summarize this infor- 
mation in meaningful ways. 

In order to summarize some of the information contained in this report 
we have described below the typical testing practices (and non-practices) of 
public and of independent junior colleges. For this purpose a testing practice 
is considered typical if it was encountered at at least fifty percent of the 
saiiple colleges. 



Typical Testing Practices at Public Junior Colleges 

The following represent "typical" testing practices at the forty-two 
public junior colleges included in the sample: 

1. Administered a general ability test to the entire entering 
freshman class for purposes of guidance and course place- 
ment (Tables k and 5) . 

2. Did not administer an intelligence test (test yielding an 
IQ score) to entering students (Table 8) . 
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3. 

h. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 

13. 

111 . 

15 . 



Administered a broad subject-matter area test to the 
entire freshman class for guidance purposes (Tables 10 
and ll) . 

Administered achievement tests in English and mathematics 
to entering students for course placement purposes 
(Tables 13 ^ lli^ and l5) . 

Administered an interest inventory to the entire 
freshman class or to a subgroup for guidances purposes 
(Tables l6 and 17) . 

Did not administer special aptitude tests to entering 
students (Table 19) . 



Did not administer personality tests to entering 



- X.. J 4-r^ 



\ 



Administered at least four different standardized tests 
to entering students (Table 2li) . 

Did not make subsequent use of standardized tests 
(Table 25). 



Made no use of standardized tests for classroom evalua 



tion (Table 28) . 



Administered standardised tests to individual students 
for counseling purposes (Table 31) . 

Served as a test center for a national testing program 
(Table 32). 

Had never conducted a program of in-service measurement 
•^paining for faculty^ but was interested in doing so 
(Table 33). 



Prepared and used local norms for standardized tests 
(Table 3W . 

Reported test scores to faculty members either routinely 
or on request (Table 35). 




l6. Reported test scores to students only in individual 
counseling situations (Table 36) . 
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17 • Had a faculty that was at least moderately interested 
in having standardized test information about students 
(Table 38). 

Typical Testing Practices at Independent Junior Colleges 

The following represent "typical" testing practices at the twenty-one 
independent junior colleges included in the sairple: 

1. Administered a general ability test to the entire 
entering freshman class for purposes of selective 
admission and guidance (Tables i; and 5) • 

2. Administered an intelligence test (test yielding an 
ly score) to the entire entering freshman class or 
to a subgroup of the entering freshmen for guidance 
purposes (Tables 8 and 9) . 

3. Did not administer a broad subject-matter area test 
to entering freshmen (Table lO) . 

i;, Administered achievement tests in English, mathematics, 
and foreign langi’ es for course placement purposes 
(Tables 13, li;, ^ ' d l5) . 

5. Administered an interest inventory to the entire 
entering freshman class or to a subgroup for guidance 
purposes (Tables 16 and 17) . 

6. Did not administer a special aptitude test to entering 
students (Table 19) . 

7. Did not administer personality tests to entering 
students (Table 22) . 

8. Administered at least five different standardized 
tests to entering students (Table 2 I 4 ) . 

9. Did not make subsequent use of standardized tests 
(k8^ did, 52 ^ did not) (Table 2^) . 

10. Made no use of standardized tests for classroom 
evaluation (Table 28) . 




11. Administered standardized tests to individual students 
for counseling purposes (Table 31) • 

12. Did not serve as a test center for a national testing 
program (Table 32) . 

13. Had never conducted a program of in-service measure- 
ment training for faculty but was interested in doing 

so (Table 33) • 

Ik. Prepared and used local norms for standardized tests 
(Table 3W • 

1^. Reported test scores to faculty members either routinely 
or on request (Table 3^) • 

16. Reported test scores uo suuuciiuo — 

counsexxiiK sxoucioxuxis • 

17. Had a faculty that was at least moderately interested 
in having standardized test information about students 

(Table 38) . 

18. Had a student body that was at least moderately interested 
in having the results of their standardized tests (Table 39) • 

Testing Needs and Problems 

Eighteen various testing needs and problems as expressed by the col- 
leges are reported in Table 37. Vlhile none of these can be ignored or neglected, 
those needs that seemed of most concern to public junxor colleges are the needs 
for differential guidance tests, subject-matter achievement tests, more research 
cu. tests, in-service measurement training for faculty, and the need to make test 
results more useful. Most of the public colleges also indicated that the specific 
tests they were using or contei?)lating were unsatisfactory in some way. 

The needs of most concern to independent junior colleges are the needs 
for coi?>rehensive tests or testing, subject-matter achievement tests, research 
on tests, in-service measurement training, and the need to make test results 
more useful. In addition, the independent junior colleges seemed to be concerned 
about problems of test selection or construction, and indicated that specific 
tests being used were unsatisfactory in some way. 
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C onclusions 

It seems evident that standcirdiaed tests are widely and extensively 
liS'Od in both public and independent junior colleges. Although the colleges 
e:*'^>erience some problems in using the tests and are somewhat critical of them, 
it seems reasonable to conclude that standardized tests are meeting many of 
the junior college evaluation needs. General!!^ the tests are used success- 
fully in admission, guidance, placement and, to some extent, research. They 
are used most intensively during an initial period extending through the first 
semester and very little thereafter. 

But, apparently the situation is far from satisfactory. Aside from 
the problems such as .lack of appropriate nonns, difficulty in locating or 
selecting appropriate tests, and inadequate use of test information, the junior 
colleges feel that there is need both for new kinds of tests and for tests to 
meet new kinds of measurements objectives. 
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Adirondack Community College, Hudson Falls, New York 

Allegany Community College, Cumberland, Maryland 

Anderson College, Anderson, South Carolina 

Antelope Valley College, Lancaster, California 

Auburn Community College, Auburn, New York 

Bay Path Junior College, Longmeadow, Massachusetts 

Bennett College, Millbrook, New York 

Berkshire Community College, Pittsfield, Massachusetts 

Bradford Junior College, Bradford, Massachusetts 

Brevard College, Brevard, North Carolina 

Broome Technical Community College, Binghamton, New York 

Cazenovia College, Cazenovia, New York 

Central Florida Junior College, Ocala, Florida 

Citrus Junior College, Azusa, California 

Clarke Memorial College, Newton, Mississippi 

Coffeyville Community Junior College, Coffeyville, Kansas 

College of San Mateo, San Mateo. California 

College of the Sequoias, Visalia, California 

Contra Costa College, San Pablo, California 

Cooke County Junior College, Gainesville, Texas 

Copiah-Lincoln Junior College, Wesson, Mississippi 

Cottey College, Nevada, Missouri 

Diablo Valley College, Concord, California 

Emmanuel College, Franklin Springs, Georgia 

Fort Smith Junior College, Fort Smith, Arkansas 

Frederick Community College, Frederick, Maryland 

Fullerton Junior College, Fullerton, California 

Green Mountain College, Poultney, Vermont 

Gulf Park College, Gulfport, Mississippi 

Hill Junior College, Hillsboro, Texas 

Hiwassee College, MadT-sonville. Terziessee 

Holyoke Community College, Holyoke, Massachusetts 
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Hudson Valley Community College^ Troy^ New York 

Junior College of Broward County ^ Fort Lauderdale ^ Florida 

Leicester Junirr College^ Leicester ^ Massachusetts 

Long Beach City College^ Long Beach^ California 

Los Angeles Harbor College^ WLlmington^ California ' 

Marymount College of Virginia^ Arlington^ Virginia 
Mira Costa College^ Oceanside^ California 
Missouri Southern College^ Joplin^ Missouri 
Mohawk Valley Community College^ Utica^ New York 
Monroe Community College, Rochester, New York 
Monterey Peninsria College, Monterey, California 
Montgomery Junior College, Takoma Park, Maryland 
Mount San Antonio Junior College, Walnut, California 
Northern Oklahoma College, Tonkawa, Oklahoma 
Orange County Community College, Middletown, New York 
Palm Beach Junior College, Lake Worth, Florida 
Palomar Junior College, San Marcos, California 
Panola Coliege, Carthage, Texas 

Paul Smithes College of Arts and Sciences, Paul Smiths, New York 

Pea^’l River Junior College, Poplarville, Mississippi 

Sacramento City College, Sacramento, California 

Saint Gregoiy College, Shawnee, Oklahoma 

San Jose City College, San Jose, California 

2iT..ed Junior College, Eoaz, Alabama 

Southwest Mississippi Junior College, Summit, Mississippi 

Sullins College, Bristol, Virginia 

T. J. Harris Junior College, Meridian, Mississippi 

Ventura College, Ventura, California 

Weatherford College, Weatherford, Texas 

Win2ci‘b0 Goll62G^ Nort-h CsrciJ-us. 

Worcester Junior College, Worcester, Massachusetts 
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EDUCATIONALi TESTING SERVICE PRINCETON. N- J. 08540 



Evaluation and Advisory Service 



Dear 



As you will see from the enclosures, the Evaluation and Advisory 
Service, a Division of Educational Testing Service, is conducting a pro- 
gram of field studies and advisory services oriented toward junior colleges. 
As a part of this program we are arranging for on-can^us visits at a 
selected group of junior colleges throughout the United States for the 

purpose of discussing testing practices and needs. is one 

of the junior colleges that we would like very much to visit. 

The American Association of Junior Colleges, with whom we have 
discussed the program of on-cai?5)US visits, has suggested that our initial 
contact with each college be with the administrative head of the institution. 
Consequently, I am writing to you to request such a visit and to ask for 
your help in making the arrangements. I plan to be in the area from 

to and would appreciate the chance to 

visit your college sometime during that period. 

I do not know whether you or some other staff member is the 
approp- ite person to talk with concerning measurement activities at 

. If there is someone else that I should contact, 
perhaps you would refer this letter and the enclosures to him and let me 
know so that I might get in touch with him directly. I will plan to phone 
you r'iicerning this within the next . 

sincerest thanks for any help that you can give me in making 
these arrangements. 

Sincerely yours. 



Dean W. Seibel 
Director of Field Studies 

Enclosures: Description of Field Studies Program and EAS leaflet. 



o 
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AREA CODE 609 TELEPHONE 921-9000, CABLE: EDUCTESTSVC 
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An Ev^^ua-tion and Advisory Service Program of 
Field Studies and Advisory Services for Junior Colleges 



Background 



Junior colleges are a sizeable and rapidly growing educational fctivity. 
There is every reason to believe that the ^ture trend of this activity will be 
toward continual and substantial increase in magnitude. 

The educational objectives of junior colleges are a combination of high 
school objectives, college objectives, and unique objectives that are meeting edu- 
cational needs met nowhere else. The recency and speed of the J™ior college 
movement, combined with widely varied educational objectives ^d a divergent 
student population, have created tremendous educational and administrative problems. 

It would appear, from an initial examination, that tests can make a 
valuable contribution toward helping solve many probl^ ^e 

areas of guidance, admission, placement, and evaluation. At the s^e time, more 
information needs to be obtained about measurement practices, problems, and needs 

in junior colleges. 

Educational Testing Service has a long-standing- desire to assist jimor 
colleges in the inrorovement of measurement practices and is working cooperative, y 
Sth the American Association of Junior Colleges toward this end. As a continua- 
Son of this effort and in order to become more fully aware of measurement problems 
and needs, ETS is undertaking a program of field stiidies and advisory services 
iunior colleges. The objective of this program is to con^ile infomation on test- 
ing practices and needs in measurement and evaluation in junior colleges throughou 

the United States. 



Procedure 



A number of on-can?)US visits to junior colleges are being undert^en y 
the Director of Field Studies. It is hoped that, during the visits, discussions 
can be held with administrative staff members or faculty who are involved with or 
concerned about testing at the institution. 



The following questions may give some general idea of the nature of the 
information that will be sought. It is not expected that the discussions will 
necessarily be limited to these specific questions. 



1. Are tests being used at the college for purposes of 
admission, guidance, placement, coujrse evaluation, 
institutional research, etc.? 



2. What specific tests are used? 

3. How are the test results of individual students used? 
of groups of students? 
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5 . 

6 . 

7 . 



miat problems have been encountered in the selection, 

. . • ^ •v»+ rvn nf* "hfiSTiS? 

consurucLion, u&c, vj. -- 

What are the attitudes of the staff toward testing? 

What are the attitudes of the students toward testing? 

Is any in-service training in measurement available for 
the staff? 



It is sincerely hoped that these discussions :viU be of value to the 

cooperating institutions'^and to junior colleges xn genera.. 



Dean W. Seibel 
Director of Field Studies 
Evaluation and Advisory Service 
Educational Testing Se'rvice 
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ACS Cooperative Examination (ACS) . American Chemical Society^ Tan 5 )a, Floridao 

Advanced Placement Examinations (APE) . Col3.ege Entrance Examination Boards 
New York. 

American College Testing Program Examination (ACT) . American College Testing 
Program^ Iowa City^ Iowa. 

A merican Council on Education Psychological Examination (ACE) . Cooperative 

Test Division^ Educational Testing Service^ Princeton^ New Jersey. (This 
test has been discontinued.) 

California Test of Mental Maturity (CTMM) . California Test Bureau^ Monterey^ 
California. 

College Qualification Tests (CQT). The Psychological Corporation, New York. 

Comprehensive College Testing Program (JCTP). College Entrance Examination 
Board, New York. 

Cooperative English Tests (CET) . Cooperative Test Division, Educational Testing 
Service, Princeton, New Jersey. 

Differential Aptitude Tests (DAT) . The Psychological Corporation, New York. 

Florida-Twelfth Grade Testing Program (FTGTP). University of Florida, 
Gainesville, Florida. 

General Aptitude Test Battery (GATB) . United States Employment Service, 
Washington, D. C. 

General Culture Test (GCT) . Cooperative Test Division, Educational Testing 
Service, Princeton, New Jersey. (This test has been discontinued.) 

Graduate Record Examinations (GRE) . Educational Testing SeiTvice, Princeton, 

New Jersey. 

Henmon-Nelson Tests of Mental Ability (H-N) . Houghton Mifflin Co., New York. 
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Iowa High School Content Examination (IHSC). Bureau of Educational Research 
and Service;, Iowa City, Iowa. 

Iowa Tests of Educational Development (ITED). Science Research Associates, 
Inc., Chicago, Illinois. 

Ruder Preference Record-Occupation and- Vocational (KPR). Science Research 
Associates, Inc., Chicago, Illinois. 

Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT). Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., New 
York. 



Multiple Aptitude Tests (CMAT) . California Test Bureau, Monterey, California, 



Occupational Interest Inventory (Oll) . 
California. 
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Ohio State University Psychological Test (OSU) , Science Research Associates, 
Inc., Chicago, Illinois. 



Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Tests (OTIS) . Harcourt, Brace and World, 
Inc., New York. 



Primary Mental Abilities (PMA) . Science Research Assoc? ates, Chicago, Illinois, 
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) . College Entrance Examination Board, New York. 



School and College Ability Tests 
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Cooperative Test Di'u’isTon, 
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Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey. 



Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) . Cooperative Test Division, 
Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey. 



State University Admissions Examination and Regents Scholarship Examination 
(NYS). State University of New York, Albany, New York. 



Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB). Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc,, 
Palo Alto, California. 

Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL). College Entrance Examination 
Board, Mew York, and Eaucational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey. 
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Tests of General Educational Development (GED). General Educational 

Development Testing tService^ American Councii on Education^ Washington^ 

D. C. 



Thurstone Interest Schedule (TIS) . The Psychological Corporation^ New 
York. 
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